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To examine the condition of a training system, the present study conducted a survey to 1195 
schools, accounting for one-twentieth of al　l schools in Japan; 409 responded. The survey comprised 
9 questions including questions examining degree of on- and off-the-job training for the guideline and 
the training system in the school. The results showed that 66.9% of schools had a training system in 
which someone received training outside of school and then gave some on-the-job training to the staff. 
Teachers whose school had the system learned more about the guideline than those whose school did 
not. These results led to a new description for the guideline including the training system for nursery 
teachers in which schools must have some on-the-job training by staff who attended off-the-job 
training. 
Professional development activities strongly predict process quality in early childhood 
education and care (ECEC; Slot, Leseman, Verhagen, & Mulder, 2015). Much research has 
examined teachers’ professional development within ECEC. Some works have observed 
relationships between teacher training and ECEC quality. For example, Ryan and Hornbeck 
(2004) revealed that helping teachers translate policies into practice improved ECEC quality. 
Podhajski and Nathan (2005) also observed that professional development for childcare 
providers promoted preliteracy skills among young children. Additionally, Early, Maxwell, 
Burchinal, Bender, Ebanks, Henry, Iriondo-Perez, Mashburn, Pianta, Alva, Bryant, Cai, 
Clifford, Griffin, Howes, Jeon, Peisner-Feinberg, Vandergrift, and Zill (2007) suggested that 
a broad range of professional development activities is necessary for improving classroom 
quality and maximizing children’s academic gains. Furthermore, Lyon, Gershenson, 
Farahmand, Thaxter, Behling, and Budd (2009) showed that training teacher-child 
interactions resulted in significant positive benefits. In one study, Howe, Jacobs, Vukelich, 
and Recchia (2011) compared three trainings―a consultant model, workshops, and a reading 
group―and found that the consultant model was associated with increased guidance 
(rather than directive) interactions between teachers and children. Another training study 
from Conroy, Sutherland, Vo, Carr, and Ogston (2014) observed the effectiveness of a 
program (i.e., Behavioral, Emotional, and Social Training: Competent Learners Achieving 
School Success) on children’s engagement. In a training and coaching study, Hemmeter, 
Hardy, Schnitz, Adams, and Kinder (2015) included performance feedback along with the 
Pyramid Model for Promoting Social-Emotional Competence in Young Children (Fox, 
Dunlap, Hemmeter, Joseph, & Strain, 2003). Martin, Drasgow, and Halle (2015) developed a 
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professional development package for training teachers to embed instructional interactions 
for enhancing play skills among young children with significant developmental disabilities. 
Finally, Johnson, Finlon, Kobak, and Izard (2017) evolved the Colleague Observation And 
Coaching (COACH) program, a peer coaching intervention designed to increase teachers’ 
effectiveness with enhancing classroom quality in a preschool Head Start setting. 
Although the aforementioned research has been informative, no prior study has focused 
on in-service training systems. Regardless of the amount of training provided, ECEC 
quality cannot change at the school level unless interventions are provided to all available 
staff. Thus, the purpose of the present study was to examine the effectiveness of an in-
service training system. 
In Japan, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology, as well 
as the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare, revise ECEC guidelines approximately once 
every 10 years. Given that the last revision was in 2008, the Ministry of Health, Labour and 
Welfare publicly disclosed the most recent guidelines . This public notification provides a 
legal requirement for nursery schools to adhere to the revised guidelines. 
The recent revision includes a description regarding in-service training, however, this 
description only obligates schools to make an effort toward training. Thus, the present 
study proposes an additional description for revising this public notification. 
Method
Participants
Questionnaires were distributed to 1,195 nursery centers, which constituted 5% of all 
Japanese nursery schools. Prior informed consent was obtained from their center managers. 
A total of 409 centers returned their questionnaires. Among these respondents, 404 were 
managers or chief teachers, 397 were teachers in charge of classes for children under the age 
of 3, and 392 were teachers in charge of classes for children over the age of 3. 
Materials
Two different questionnaires were prepared: one was for managers/chief teachers, and 
the other was for teachers. The contents of questionnaire were the same for both versions 
and included questions along the following 9 categories.
(1) Changes to ECEC within the respondent’s center based on the public notification 
(2) The respondent’s reflections on guidelines substance in terms of his/her own center’s 
ECEC 
(3) The degree of his/her attempts at meeting the guidelines 
(4) Where and when the respondent is able to study the guidelines
(5) The amount of on-the-job and/or off-the-job training regarding the guidelines
(6) The respondent’s learning experience and amount of on-the-job and/or off-the-job 
training regarding guideline content
(7) The method by which the respondent studied guideline content
(8) The method by which the respondent wanted to study guideline content
(9) The center to which the respondent belongs and the respondent’s demographic 
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characteristics
In-service training system in the respondent’s nursery school was addressed in 
Questions in category (9). These questions were as follows: (a) Does a teacher handle the 
training? (b) Are there two or more teachers that handle the training (i.e., one teacher for 
the infant class and another teacher for children over 3-years old)? (c) Is there a yearly 
program for on-the-job training? (d) Is there on-the-job training to discuss content from 
staff who received off-the-job training? (e) Is there a yearly personal training plan for each 
staff member? (f) Is there a system for staff to receive regular off-the-job training. 
Questions in categories (1) and (6) were implemented to assess whether there is training 
available for teachers to develop teaching and care strategies along with national guidelines. 
The former had participants rate the magnitude of change observed across 18 content 
domains on a 6-point scale. These domains were selected as being directly influenced by the 
revised guidelines. A “don’t know” answer was permitted, as some teachers were employed 
after the public notification. The latter questions asked whether participants studied any 
of the 18 content domains and to rate how often they received on-the-job or off-the-job 
training for those domains on a 5-point scale. 
Procedure
The questionnaires were sent to each participant’s center on August 5, 2016. Members 
of the three participant categories (i.e., managers/chiefs, teachers for the under-3 children, 
and teachers for the over-3 children) completed the questionnaire, and all completed 
questionnaires were returned to one of our affiliate locations before September 23, 2016. 
Statistical analyses were performed using STATISTICA 10 and 13.3.
Results
1. Descriptive analyses
Table 1 shows breakdowns of demographic details among participants who stated that 
their nursery school had a training system. Nearly 75% of participants mentioned that their 
center has a system for teachers who receive regular off-the-job training; approximately 
66% stated that their center has on-the-job training available to share information from 
staff who received off-the-job training. However, nearly 90% of participants stated that 
their center does not have a yearly personal training plan for each staff member and that 
two or more teachers handle teacher training.
Training System %
a a teacher handles the training 35.6
b two or more teachers handle the training 13.9
c a yearly program for on-the-job training 50.7
d on-the-job training to share content from a staff member’s off-the-job training 66.9
e yearly personal training plan for each staff member 10.1
f a system for receiving regular off-the-job training 73.7
Table 1. Percentage of participants whose center has specific training systems (N = 1,193)
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Table 2 displays descriptive results for Questions in categories (1) and (6). Nearly 20% of 
participants did not know about any ECEC changes at their school. However, as the most 
recent guideline notification was nearly 10 years old, participants who were just recently 
employed would likely be unaware of the changes. In terms of the degree of change, 
averages ranged from 3.2 to 4.3. Given that this item was measured on a 6-point scale, the 
change reported was “limited to minor.” T- tests were performed to assess these item means 
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against an average of 3.5. Results indicated that only the change to “(a) ECEC Goals” was 
significantly lower than 3.5, t (935) = 6.88, p  < .0001, r  = .22. In essence, a center’s general 
ECEC goals did not change based on the recent notification. All other content means were 
significantly greater than 3.5. 
Nearly 66% of participants reported a training experience. The average number of 
seminars attended ranged from 1.5 to 2.0. The expected average for a 5-point scale would be 
“2.0”, which corresponds to receiving two to three seminars. Another set of t-tests were 
performed to test the average number of learning experiences against the hypothesized 
mean. Results indicated non-significant results for three content areas, but the rest were 
significantly lower than 2.0. 
2. Relationships between training systems and ECEC changes
A 2 × 2 chi-square test was performed to assess differences in the number of 
participants who were not aware of the recent ECEC changes based on whether or not 
their school had a training system. Table 3 displays Phi coefficients for these comparisons. 
Blank cells indicate a non-significant result. Significant differences were observed for “On-
the-job training is available to share content from a staff member’s off-the-job training.” 
The number of “Don’t know” responses was higher for respondents coming from a center 
without a training system as compared to respondents from centers where a system is in 
place. Although the Phi coefficients are rather low, all comparisons were significant when 
a training system is present. Thus, having a training system is key to helping employees 
become aware of changes to ECEC guidelines. 
A t-test was performed on mean ratings regarding the degree of change for each center’s 
ECEC based on whether or not a training system is in place. Table 4 displays rs for the 
significant differences. Blank cells indicate that the difference was not significant. A value 
present in the cell indicates that participants at a center that had a training system rated 
more changes than those whose center does not have a training system. A parenthesis 
indicates that participants whose center does not have a system rated more changes than 
those whose center had a system. Centers with a “system that includes on-the-job training 
to share content from a staff member’s off-the-job training” and “a system for teachers to 
receive regular off-the-job training” reported more ECEC changes than those without these 
systems. 
3. Relationships between training systems, learning experiences, and training frequency 
A 2 × 2 chi-square test was performed to assess differences in the number of 
participants who had learned about the recent guidelines’ content. A few significant 
differences were obtained. Table 5 shows Phi coefficients for comparisons between 
participants who had learned about each content area based on whether or not their center 
had a training system. Blank cells indicate that differences between percentages were not 
significant. A value within a cell indicates that participants whose center had a training 
system learned more than those whose center did not have a training system. For all 
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content, participants whose center had “a system that includes on-the-job training to share 
content from a staff member’s off-the-job training” learned more than those whose center 
did not have such a system. 
A t-test was performed on mean ratings regarding the frequency of training received. 
Table 6 shows rs for the significant differences. Blank cells indicate that the difference was 
not significant. Values listed in a cell indicate that participants whose center has a system 
received more frequent training than those whose center does not have a system. For the domain 
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“a system that includes on-the-job training to share content from a staff member’s off-
the-job training,” participants with a training system in place received significantly more 
frequent training on all content than those at centers without such a system. At centers 
with “a yearly individual training plan for each staff member” and “two or more teachers 
handle the training,” participants received significantly more training on most content than 
those at a center without such a system. Finally, at centers with ‘‘a system for employees 
to receive regular off-the-job training,” a significant difference was only observed for one 
content area. 
Discussion
The present results revealed that 66.9% of schools had a training system in place where 
a staff member receiving training outside of the center provided on-the-job training to 
the rest of the staff. In 2017, the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare revised ECEC 
guidelines where the goal “to share knowledge and skills obtained during training” was 
provided. However, not all nursery schools in Japan currently had this system. Thus, 
replication of the current results is not possible at this time. 
Certain methodological contributions can be gleaned from the present study. For 
instance, our results suggest that a specific in-service training system influences whether 
staff are aware of content domains among various systems, which is useful for setting 
priorities. Thus, prior to revising the next set of guidelines, surveys similar to what was 
conducted in the present study should provide stronger, evidence-based justifications. Thus, 
we propose a regularly-administered survey to evaluate ECEC systems in conjunction with 
revised ECEC guidelines.
Boateng　(2014) adopted a dynamic systems approach to effectively manage risks 
during a megaproject (i.e., a large, complex, and expensive project that often involves social, 
technical, economic, environmental, and political challenges). Based on Senge (1990), Boateng 
outlined 3 assumptions: (i) the central concept of System Dynamics is to understand how 
the parts in a system interact with one another and how a change in one variable affects 
other variables over time; (ii) systems could be constructed from three basic building 
blocks: positive feedback or reinforcing loops, negative feedback or balancing loops, and 
delays; (iii) positive loops are self-reinforcing, negative loops tend to counteract change, and 
delays introduce potential instability into the system. Boateng’s model was consistent with 
qualitative and quantitative data obtained. Results of the present study may be reflective 
of a positive loop (self-reinforcing) within a nursery school organization given that the data 
could contribute to revising ECEC guidelines.
Kagan, Araujo, Jaimovich, and Aguayo (2015) proposed that development or change in 
an ECE system could be understood via a systems theory perspective. Kagan and colleagues 
mentioned 8 elements for an effective ECE system: (i) governance; (ii) finance; (iii) program 
quality, standards, and transitions; (iv) assessment, data, and accountability; (v) human 
capacity development; (vi) family and community engagement; (vii) linkage with external 
influencers; and (viii) boundary-spanning entities. As the present study dealt with in-
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service training for ECEC guidelines, our investigation likely spans the boundary between 
governance and program standards. 
Results from the present study provide a plausible example for adopting a dynamic 
systems approach in order to effectively manage ECEC in-service training. Such a training 
system is likely to emerge soon in order to bolster ECEC quality. Unfortunately, the 
present study was unable to examine ECEC quality. Thus, whether there are significant 
relationships between a training system and ECEC quality should be addressed in future 
research. 
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